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MATTER OF: Jsbn F, Fields - Return to duty station on
nonwoykdays from temporary duty assignment

DIGEST: Eaployee was directed to return from
temporaxry duty assigoments to hie
permanent duty atation on nonwork-
days on two occavions. Employee may l
be relmbursed tota! travel expenses
nluhough total exceeds per diem that
would bave been payable had employee
remained at temporary dity station
linct agency has discretinn to order
return, excess costs are small, and
employer performaed work at head-
quarters on one occasion,

This action concerms 'a requaat fox an ai'vance decision dated
March 24, 1976, by Mrs. Hary K. Rydquist, an luthortzed certifying
officer for the United States Department of tha Iuterior, Bureau
of Land Hanagement at the. Denver Service Center. She asks
whether she may cuttify for payment a reclaim travel voucher for
$37.48 submitted hy Jobn F. Fields, representing travel costs
iccurred by him incident to his return to his official duty
station from his temporary duty (TDY) station on 2 weekends in
November 1975 which exceed the subsistaence that would have been
allowable ha! he rc¢mained at his temporary duty station,

. ‘ S
The record indicates that Mr. Flelds, whose offlcial duty
station is Missoula, Montana, performed temporary duty at c
Biilings, Montana, as follows:

Dates Purpose
Nov. 4-7, 1975 Attend District Managecs and

Advisory Board Meeting

Nov. 10-21, 1975 Participate in Montana Manage-
) ment Study

Nov. 23-24, 1975 EEO Workshap
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During the course of theae' tempoxary duty assigmments, Nr. Pic.ds
returted to Missoula, Montans, twice on tonworkdays. It was for
that veason that the disallowance of $37.48 was made; the calcu-
lation of :this emount tollows:

Clajmeds
Air Fare 11/7-10/75 $ 76.74

Alr Fare 11/21-23/75 76,74
5153.48

Allowed:
Per Diem Sat. - Mom., 11/8-10/75 2 1/4 daya @ $25,00 = $ 65.25
Per Diem Sat. - Sun., 11/22-23/75 1 3/4 days @ $29,00 = __50.75
. $116.00
$153,48
- 116.00

§ 37.48

Mr. Flelds then submitted his reeclaim <voucher for $37.48. He
states that the travel on November 7 and 10 was proper ‘since his
attendance at a meeting in Billings was not required uantil 1 p.m.
on November 10, and he performed work at. his officlial station on
the morning of that dey. No work was performed by Mr. Flelds at
his official duty station in connection with his return to
Missoula on November 21. However, he states that Lie was required
to return to his off{icial duty station on November 7 ard 21 by
the State Director and to remiin at Rillings on the weekend
peginning November 14. The State Divector has verified Mr. Fielda'
statements and appraved the travel in question,

Mrs. Rydquist cites Federal, Travel Regulations (FPMR 101-7)
para. 1-7.5¢c (1973) concerning return to official headquarters
on nonworkdays. She asks the following specific questions con-
cerning the application of that regulatinng

“1. May the reclain of $37. 48 be certified
for payment since the State Director
'required' that Mr. Fields return to
his official atation on each of the
2 weekends without the performance of
official duty?
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"2. Does the term 'administrative discretion’
reaquire any furthur justification than
the sigued approvall.

"3, Do, the re;ulationl as pr- (tly written
allow ‘adninistrative diecrztion' to
include raturning employees to thair
official station on nonwurkdays for
perasonal convenience during lengthy
temcrary duty assignments?

"4, If the answer to No. 3 s affirmative,
what constitutes lengthy assignments?”

Paragraph 1-7.%c, FIR, provides:

“Re'turn .to Official Station on Hraworkdays.
At the discretion of the administrative offi-
cials, a traveler may he required to return to
his Offiui.l station for nonworkdays. Iu
cazus of voluntary return of a trlveler for
nouuorkdays to hiz oificial station, or hia
place of ubode from which he commutes daily
to his official station, the :eimbnraement
allowable for the round-trip transportati)n
and per diem en route will not exr"'.':“f per
diem and any travel expense whii. .o :iZ . ,ve
been allowable had the ttaveler 113t lec at
his temporary duty station."

- That regulation give: reasonable discretinﬂuto Covernment
agencles to direct amployeas who are workinp at’ tamporary duty
stations to return to'their permanent duty stations for nonwork-
days. Accordingly, when an employee” is properly directed to
return. to his permanent duty station,for nonwcrkdays, the cost
of such return may be p&id by the. ugency even though it exceeds
the:cost which would have b!en 1ncurred had ‘the employee
rnmalned at his tempora:y duty station. We,do not believe, how-
ever, that the dtucrntionary authority contained in paragraph
1-7.5¢c may be interpreted by an agency to require an employee to
retumn to his permanent duty station on norworkdays in the
ahsence of offizia, duties, without a cost analysis justification,
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. whers the cost of such travel substantislly exceads the costs

which would have been incurred had the employee Temained at his
temporavy duty station., Cf£, B-130082 bdelow.

In the 1nstant case Mr.. Fialds has been paid travel expenses
based on the conatrugtive per diem that he would have been enti-
tled to had he remained at Billings. The additicnal travel cos:
in excess of such amount resulting from the diracted retumm
travel is relatively small, $18.74 for each trip. Also,

Mr. Fields actually performed work at his offizial atation in
connection with one of the return trips., Under such circum-

" stances the voucher may be certified for payment if ctherwine

proper,

Regnrding the second quesation concernlng the exercise of
adninistrative appxoval, it is our opinion that payment of
return transportation costs in excess of the coats which would
otherwise have been incurred should be supported by evidence
that the employee involved vwas directed by an appropriate cffi-
cial to return to his permanent duty station on the days in
question, This may be in the form of a statement attached to
the voucher, as in the present case, or an authorization in the
travel order.

Questions 3 and 4 gre hypothetical, and therefore, no deci~
sion will be rendered reparding them. However, we point cut
that decision B-120082, July 20, 1976, 55 Comp.'Gen. __ , covers
in a general way the questions raised, -That decision holds that
an-agency may allow employees on extended temporary duly assign-
ments to return to their official atationa for personal con-
venience when justified by a cost analysis,
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